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REMARKS 

Claims 25 and 27-32 stand in the present application. Reconsideration and 
favorable action is respectfully requested in view of the following remarks. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner has rejected claims 25 and 27-32 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Myers in view of Sakaguchi. Applicants 
respectfully traverse the Examiner's § 103 rejection of the claims. 

Myers generally teaches the use of an avatar, and that different clothing may be 
added to an avatar or that some form of mathematics may be used to define the 
appearance of an avatar. Myers describes and shows, at page 40, lines 6 to line 27 
and Figure 3B, that an avatar face can be calculated by 'morphing' a first image into a 
second image. As noted in Applicants' previous Amendment, dated October 1 , 2007, 
however, Myers does not teach or suggest anywhere the features of the present claims 
including that: 

• an avatar can be defined by a set of weight values expressing a first object 
model of a first type; 

• the first object model is expressed as a weighted sum of a plurality of predefined 
object models; 

• clothing models can be defined by a set of weight values expressing object 
models of a second type; or 
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• by applying the set of weight values of the first object model to a clothing model it 
is possible to generate an output object model which comprises a model of the 
clothing garment represented by the second type of object model when being 
worn the avatar. 

At page 5 of the Office Action, the Examiner asserts his disagreement with the above 
stating "Meyers teaches an avatar (Fig. 3B and 4), avatar costumes that [correspond] to , 
Clothing (Page 10 lines 22. Page 1 1 lines 19-21), and Fig. 3B & 4 shows a model in of 
the clothing garment represented by the second type of object model when being worn 
[by] the avatar." 

Even if true, the Examiner's assertion provides no basis for the conclusion that 
Myers discloses defining an avatar "by a set of weight values expressing a first object 
model of a first type." Nor does the Examiner's assertion and citations provide a basis 
for the conclusion that Myers teaches or suggests that "the first object model is 
expressed as a weighted sum of a plurality of predefined object models." In fact, Myers 
does not teach or suggest any of the above discussed claimed features of Applicants' 
invention, and the Examiner has failed to cite to a single figure or passage anywhere in 
Myers that supports the assertion that Myers discloses (or even suggests) these claim 
features. Indeed, none of the Examiner's cited portions of Myers (see pages 3-5 of the 
Office Action) even use the terms 'SA/eight values" "weighted sum" or "applying the set of 
weight values" in describing its embodiments. 

Myers, in Figures 4 and 5 and the associated text at page 41 , line 24 to page 43 
line 2, discloses how some features can be modified or improved with, for example, 
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facial features being mapped using a co-ordinate system so that different features may 
be overlaid or the location of some features relative to the others may be altered. 
However, this has nothing to do with Applicants' invention, as defined in the present 
claims, utilizing weight values to define an avatar and weighted sums to express the first 
object model. 

The Examiner appears to have misapprehended Applicants* invention and the 
meaning of the term "avatar"' as used therein. It appears that the Examiner has 
misinterpreted the term "avatar"' as used in Myers as being synonymous with an avatar 
that is defined by a set of weight values expressing an object model, as required in the 
present claims. General definitions of the term "avatar" can be found at the following 
websites: 

http://www.aooale.co.uk/search?hl=en&a=define%3A-favatar&meta= : and 
http://en.wikipedia.ora/wiki/Avatar %28computinq%29 . 

Thus, an avatar is some form of graphical or pictorial representation of a character. It 
may be static or animated. It may comprise one or more pre-defined images or it may 
be determined mathematically. 

The Examiner has not provided any prior art which discloses Applicants' 
inventions, namely, that an avatar can be defined by "a set of weight values expressing 
a first object model of a first type for which the first object model is expressed as a 
weighted sum of a plurality of predefined object models" as required by the present 
claims. Sakaguchi does not solve the deficiencies noted above with respect to Myers. 
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Absent the hindsight provided by the present application, and the detailed teachings 
therein, neither of the cited references teach or suggest these features of Applicants' 
inventions. 

Moreover, if one skilled in the art were to attempt to combine the enhanced 
videophone of Myers with the invention of Sakaguchi, then they would arrive at a 
system that would enable a user to see what their avatar would look like when wearing 
clothing, but only using the 'morphing' or feature mapping technology disclosed in Myers 
as Sakaguchi also does not disclose the above described features of Applicants' 
invention. 

Since neither Myers or Sakaguchi disclose the above described claim features of 
Applicants' invention (as set out in the bullet point list above) then their combination 
cannot disclose the present invention. Moreover, both Myers and Sakaguchi disclose 
their own techniques for creating and modifying avatars. The Examiner does not 
provide any argument as to why a skilled person would discard these different 
techniques and, in some unspecified manner, synthesize a third technique (i.e., that of 
the present invention) which has no basis in either Myers or Sakaguchi. 

Therefore, in view of the above remarks, it is respectfully requested that the 
application be reconsidered and that all of claims 25 and 27-32, standing in the 
application, be allowed and that the case be passed to issue. If there are any other 
issues remaining which the Examiner believes could be resolved through either a 
supplemental response or an Examiner's amendment, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to contact the undersigned at the local telephone exchange indicated below. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
NIXON & VANDERHYE P.O. 



By: 





CC:lmr 

901 North Glebe Road, 11th Floor 
Arlington, VA 22203-1808 
Telephone: (703) 816-4000 
Facsimile: (703)816-4100 



ris Comuntzit 
Reg. No. 31,097 



